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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 



Claims 1-26 are currently pending in the application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

I 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 22 recites the limitation "the first data" in the first limitation of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 22 recites the limitation "the data configuration" in the third limitation of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

6. Claim 22 recites the limitation "the protocol" in the fourth limitation of the claim. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

7. Claim 24 recites the limitation "said processing" in the second limitation of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 1-2 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent Number 6,324,583 to Stevens. 

10. As to claim 1, Stevens teaches a method utilizing multiple network interfaces (col. 3, 
lines 15-52), comprising: receiving a first network data to be transmitted by a first network 
interface according to a protocol (col. 3, lines 15-52, Data is received at adapter 205 in Figure 2); 
determining whether the first network interface supports the protocol (col. 5, lines 9-32, The 
filter object determines what protocol is being used.); if the protocol is not supported, then 
providing said first network data to a second network interface for processing of said first 
network data into a second network data according to the protocol (col. 5, lines 33-67 and col. 6, 
lines 1-23, The stack associated with adapter 210, in Figure 2, processes the communication 
from adapter 205); and transmitting said network data with said first network interface (col. 6, 
lines 24-63, The stack associated with adapter 205 sends data.). 

11. As to claim 2, Stevens teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the first network interface 
does not support the protocol, the method further comprising: presenting the first and second 
network interfaces to a protocol stack as being a homogeneous team of network interfaces (col. 
3, lines 15-52). 
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12. As to claim 20, Stevens teaches in a computing device, a network interface team (col. 3, 
lines 15-52), comprising: a first network interface lacking support for a protocol (col. 3, lines 15- 
52, Adapter 205 does not support TCP/IP.); and a second network interface supporting the 
protocol (col. 3, lines 15-52, Adapter 210 does support TCP/IP), said second network interface 
configured to process network data for the first network interface if said network data is to be 
transmitted according to the protocol (col. 5, lines 33-67 and col. 6, lines 1-23, The stack 
associated with adapter 210, in Figure 2, processes the communication from adapter 205) and to 
return processed data to the first network interface (col. 5, lines 9-32, An enable indication is 
sent back to the stack associated with adapter 205 from the stack of adapter 210.). 

13. As to claim 21, Stevens teaches the network interface team of claim 20, further 
comprising: a first receiver, communicatively coupled to said first network interface, for 
receiving network traffic to be transmitted by said first network interface (col. 3, lines 15-52, 
Adapter 205); a second receiver, communicatively coupled to said second network interface, for 
receiving, communicatively coupled to said second network interface, for receiving network 
traffic to be transmitted by said second network interface (col. 3, lines 15-52, Adapter 210); and 
a transferor, communicatively coupled with said first network interface and said second receiver, 
and configured to transfer network traffic to said second network interface for processing 
according to the protocol (col. 5, lines 33-67 and col. 6, lines 1-23). 

14. Claims 22-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Number 6,108,562 to Rydbeck et al.. 

15. As to claim 22, Rydbeck teaches a method for sharing processing capabilities of members 
of a system of network interfaces among the system members, comprising: determining a first 
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network interface is to transmit a first data (col. 3, lines 29-51); determining the first data is 
configured in a manner unsupported the first network interface; locating a second network 
interface of the system that supports a data configuration (col. 5, lines 55-67 and col. 6, lines 1- 
31); secondarily processing by the second network interface of the first data in accordance with a 
protocol into a second data (col. 5, lines 55-67 and col. 6, lines 1-31); and providing the second 
data to the first network interface so that the second data appears to have been processed by the 
first network interface (col. 4, lines 12-32). 

16. As to claim 23, Rydbeck teaches the method of claim 22, further comprising: selecting 
the first network interface to transmit the first data based at least in part on a load-balancing of 
network traffic across the plural network interfaces (col. 5, lines 31-43); performing by a driver 
for the first network interface of said determining the first data is configured according to the 
protocol unsupported by the first network interface (col. 5, lines 55-67 and col. 6, lines 1-31); 
receiving by the driver the second data, wherein the data is now in a format supported by the 
network interface; and providing the driver of the second data to the first network (col. 5, lines 
55-67 and col. 6, lines 1-31). 

17. As to claim 24, Rydbeck teaches a method for distributing network processing across a 
team of network interface cards including at least a first network interface card lacking support 
for a first specialized capability and a second network interface card that supports the first 
specialized capability (col. 4, lines 12-32), the method comprising: receiving first data to be 
processed and transmitted by the first network interface card to a recipient (col. 3, lines 29-51); 
determining a processing of the first data requires the first specialized capability unsupported by 
the first network interface card secondarily processing by the second network interface card of 
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the first data into second data with the supported first specialized capability(col. 5, lines 55-67 
and col. 6, lines 1-31); and providing the second data of the first network interface card for 
transmission to the recipient (col. 5, lines 55-67 and col. 6, lines 1-31). 

18. As to claim 25, Rydbeck teaches the method of claim 24, wherein the second network 
interface card comprises an application specific integrated circuit providing the first specialized 
capability (col. 2, lines 58-67 and col. 3, lines 1-13). 

19. As to claim 26, Rydbeck teaches the method of claim 24, wherein the team of network 
interfaces include a third that supports a second specialized capability, the method comprising: 
aggregating specialized capabilities offered by interfaces of the team (col. 5, lines 55-67 and col. 
6, lines 1-31); and providing a virtual network interface card appearing to providing each of the 
specialized processing capabilities (col. 4, lines 50-67). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

20. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

21. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 6,324,583 to Stevens in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,438,678 to Cashman et al. 

22. As to claim 3, Stevens teaches the method of claim 1; however Stevens does not 
explicitly teach encrypting the network data. 
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Cashman teaches a method wherein the protocol includes encrypting the first network 
data before submitting said first network data to a network (col. 7, lines 66-67 and col. 8, lines 1- 
17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Stevens regarding a method for processing data 
with differing protocols with the teachings of Cashman regarding encrypting network data 
because such capabilities may be needed in for transmitting data in various network scenarios 
(col. 7, lines 48-65). 

23. As to claim 4, Stevens teaches the method of claim 1 ; however Stevens does not 
explicitly teach an encryption processor handling the network data. 

Cashman teaches a method comprising communicatively coupling a hardware-based 
encryption processor with said second network interface, said encryption processor performing 
said processing of said first network data (col. 7, lines 66-67 and col. 8, lines 1-17). 

For reasons stated in the rejection of claim 3 it would be obvious to combine the 
teachings of Stevens and Cashman. 

24. As to claim 5, Cashman teaches a method wherein the hardware-based encryption 
processor supports a primary mode for encrypting network traffic for a second network interface, 
and a secondary mode for encrypting network traffic for a first network interface (col. 8, lines 
53-67 and col. 9, lines 1-3). 

25. Claims 6-8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Number 6,324,583 to Stevens et al. in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,438,678 to Cashman 
et al. in further view of U.S. Patent Number 6,424,621 to Ramaswamy et al.. 
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26. As to claim 6, the Stevens-Cashman combination teaches a method wherein said second 
network interface interleaves said primary mode encryption with said secondary mode 
encryption (Cashman, col. 8, lines 53-67 and col. 9, lines 1-3), however; neither Cashman or 
Kimber mention adaptive load balancing in there systems. 

Ramaswamy teaches a method wherein a first and second network interface operate in an 
adaptive load-balancing mode (col. 6, lines 25-48, Figure 3 shows a system with two network 
interfaces that performs load-balancing via the control processor.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of the Stevens-Cashman combination regarding a 
method for processing data with differing protocols with encryption with the teachings of 
Ramaswamy regarding load balancing because load balancing improves network performance 
(Ramaswamy, col. 1, lines 66-67 and col. 2, lines 1-24). 

27. As to claim 7, Ramaswamy teaches the method comprising providing a third network 
interface supporting the protocol; wherein processing said first network traffic into said second 
network data is balanced across said second and third network interfaces (col. 6, lines 25-48, 
Figure 3 also shows a third interface, in which the load balancing occurs.). 

28. As to claim 8, Ramaswamy teaches a method wherein said balancing is performed 
according to a workload of said second and third network interfaces (col. 6, lines 25-48, Figure 
3). 

29. Claims 9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Number 6,324,583 to Stevens in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,438,678 to Cashman et al. 
in further view of U.S. Patent Number 6,222,855 to Kimber et al.. 
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30. As to claim 9, the Stevens-Cashman combination does not explicitly teach fault tolerance. 
Kimber teaches a method wherein the said first and second network interfaces operate in 

an adapter fault tolerance mode, and wherein said first network interface is a primary network 
interface, and said second network interface is a backup network interface (col. 4, lines 36-48). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art to 
combine the teachings of the Stevens-Cashman combination a method for processing data with 
differing protocols with the teachings of Kimber regarding fault tolerance because fault tolerant 
systems reduce the chance of impacts from failures (Kimber, col. 4, lines 36-48). 

31. As to claim 1 1 , the Stevens-Cashman combination does not explicitly teach fault 
tolerance. 

Kimber does not explicitly say that the first interface is a backup for the second interface. 
Kimber teaches a method wherein adapters operate in an adapter fault tolerance mode and the 
first and second adapters have backup network interfaces (Figure 3 shows a backup interfaces.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art to 
combine the teachings of Kimber regarding a method for processing data with differing protocols 
with the teachings of Kimber regarding fault tolerant adapters because any of redundant 
interfaces could be used as a backup interface. It would have then been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art to combine the teachings of the Stevens-Cashman 
combination a method for processing data with differing protocols with the teachings of Kimber 
regarding fault tolerance because fault tolerant systems reduce the chance of impacts from 
failures (Kimber, col. 4, lines 36-48). 
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32. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 6,324,583 to Stevens et al. in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,424,621 to Ramaswamy et 
al.. 

33. As to claim 10, Stevens teaches the method of claim 1; however Stevens does not 
explicitly teach a load balancing system. 

Ramaswamy teaches a method wherein a first and second network interface operate in an 
adaptive load balancing mode, and wherein said network interface interleaves processing 
network traffic for said second network interface with processing first network traffic into said 
second network interface (col. 6, lines 25-48, Figure 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Stevens regarding a method for processing data 
with differing protocols with the teachings of Ramaswamy regarding load balancing because 
load balancing improves network performance (Ramaswamy, col. 1, lines 66-67 and col. 2, lines 
1-24). 

34. Claims 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 6,324,583 to Stevens in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,222,855 to Kimber et al.. 

35. As to claim 12, it features similar limitations to claim 1, with the exception of the last 
limitation that states that the second network data is transmitted with the second network 
interface. Stevens does not teach a system in which a protocol conversion is done by a second 
interface and then transferred by the second interface 

Kimber teaches a system in which a protocol conversion is done by a second interface 
and then transferred by the second interface. 
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It would have been obvious to on of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art to 
combine the teachings of Stevens regarding a protocol conversion system with the teachings of 
Kimber regarding the use of a second interface for transmission because transmitting directly 
from the second interface increases communications efficiency (Kimber, col. 2, lines 1 1-48). 

36. Claims 13-15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Number 6,324,583 to Stevens in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,222,855 to Kimber et al. 
in further view of U.S. Patent Number 6,438,678 to Cashman et al.. 

37. As to claims 13-15 and 19, the feature the same limitations as claims 3-5 and 9 and are 
rejected for the same reasons as claims 3-5 and 9. 

38. Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 6,324,583 to Stevens in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,222,855 to Kimber et al. and 
U.S. Patent Number 6,438,678 to Cashman et al. in further view of U.S. Patent Number 
6,424,621 to Ramaswamy et al... 

39. As to claims 16-18, the feature the same limitations as claims 6-8 and are rejected for the 
same reasons as claims 6-8. 

Response to Arguments 

40. Applicant's arguments filed 7/15/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues the following points: (a) A traversal from the first network 
interface to the second network interface and back to the first network interface for transmission 
by the fist network interface is not taught by Stevens; (b) The cited portion of Stevens at col. 6, 
lines 24-63 does not teach interplay in that the cited potion only discusses using a single network 
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adapter; and (c) Stevens teaches interfacing two network stacks, and does not discuss presenting 
network adapters as a homogenous team.. 

41. As to point (a), each protocol stack is considered a separate network interface. 

42. As to point (b), the claims limitations themselves do not mention a network adapter. 
Although the claims are read in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. 

43. As to point (c), there are no limitations which pertain to adapters therefore the term 
network interface is interpreted broadly. 



Conclusion 

44. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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45. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Douglas B Blair whose telephone number is 703-305-5267. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5pm Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 703-308-5221. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-746-7239 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3800. 

Douglas Blair 
October 2, 2003 
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